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EDITOR'S COMMENTS

This special issue of the Grand Valley Review came into being through the
General Education Subcommittee's request to have a printed vehicle for a faculty
discussion about what a core curriculum should be. The staff of the Review agreed to do a
special issue, and President Lubbers provided additional funds to the journal's budget.
The Executive Committee of the Senate is setting a least one faculty forum in the spring
for oral discussion of this same topic.
Because the request came to us only in the middle of fall semester, 1993, we have
not been able to publish the issue in the regular format, which would have taken
considerably longer and resulted in collision with our spring issue. Therefore, this issue
has gotten hurried to press in the manner in which you see it.
Will or should the Review continue to have a special winter issue dedicated to a
special and timely topic of concern to the whole University community? If any allUniversity committee wishes to sponsor a such a special winter issue preliminary to a
faculty forum, the staff of the Grand Valley Review is willing, as long as there is financial
support from the administration and sufficient interest among the faculty at large. The
General Education Subcommittee has already suggested that the topic for the winter,
1995 issue be "Good Teaching." The Review staff welcome other suggestions and, as
always, comments from the entire University community.
The general education requirements for graduation at Grand Valley have changed
several times since I became a faculty member in 1965. In those days there was much
more agreement and many fewer options than there are today. Of course, the faculty was
about a tenth the size it is now and there were only sixteen academic departments-not to
mention that there were no separate colleges, schools, or programs. All students had to
complete 45 hours of the "Foundation Program," with no choices, except in which foreign
language they wanted to study. Every student had to take the same courses in biology,
chemistry, Classical literature, algebra, philosophy, American government, and physical
education. No foundation classes were labelled "for majors only," because the choice of
major was not made until the students were considered truly ready to make it.
Well, everyone agrees that nostalgia isn't what it used to be, so that golden time at
Grand Valley, where we all knew what our students knew and the whole faculty talked to
each other periodically, either informally or at whole college faculty meetings, did not
last long. Growth and practicality determined that things had to change, and change again
and again as Grand Valley drew more and more students and faculty and more diversity
among them. "Professional" education at first crept into the ivy-less halls and then began
to walk around shoulder to shoulder. And still Grand Valley grew, until it surpassed
Oxford or Cambridge in size; and again and again Grand Valley changed, trying one form
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after another, defining over and over what college students should know, what a college
and then a university should be, and all the time offering students more and more choices.
As the world changed, so Grand Valley had to. Only a few old stalwarts among us
remember the golden age .
I do not take this as an occasion for gloom: gold has its limits. As the Wife of
Bath said,
For wei ye knowe, a lord in his houshold
Ne hath nat every vessel al of gold:
Some been of tree, and doon hir lord servise.
God clepeth folk to him in sondry wise ....
Diversity is a blessing-that Dante knew and he also knew how, in literature, if not in
life, to fit all people of good will into one beautiful rose structure. And the need to change
is a also a blessing (even if in disguise) if it leads to dialogue among people of good will,
if it keeps us alert mentally, questioning what we think we know, listening to the new and
refusing to hold on to the old only because it is old, but then, on the other hand, not
throwing it out only because it is old. Together we ought to achieve the most beautiful
structure we are capable of.
As we consider that structure, we ought also consider what we call it. In the past,
our students were given a "foundation," a base upon which to build the house of their
education, whereas "general," which means "applicable to everyone" or "not limited in
scope," conjures up a kind of milling around, as at a market, before one finds the aisle of
choice. And a "core" is the part of the apple that one gets to last and usually throws away.
There is power in names .
The most recent suggested change in curriculum required for all students comes
from a commission from the University Academic Senate to the General Education
Subcommittee to propose a course that would focus on diversity; this that subcommittee
has done. This proposal has elicited comment, of course: for instance, a counter proposal
by some members of the Arts and Humanities faculty. A reprint of an 1990 essay by
Dewey Hoitenga expresses his continuing view that the structure of general education
itself should be changed if any new course in diversity is going to be of genuine value .
All three of these documents may be found in the appendix.
Advocacy of or disagreement with that course has led others to reconsider the
nature of general education in general. Two faculty members insist that fruitful discussion
cannot take place in the climate that now exists. Bill Baum maintains that spending time
on general education will have a low priority among faculty until there is a change in
what he sees as the university's current practice of rewarding publication more than good
teaching. Chris Falvey argues that discussions about content are irrelevant until we
propose a structure that protects general education as a curriculum-_ in itself. Ben Lockerd
expresses his concern about the politicization of general education .
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Other writers focus on what the content of a core curriculum should be. Louis
Otero's essay is a strong argument that at the base of general education must be an
awareness both of diversity as a positive force and of globalization for mere survival.
Tom Cunningham's two essays propose models for education in the achievements of four
extraordinary men, who were literate and numerate, and had a sense of self, as well as a
sense of the community and the cosmos. Christine Yared outlines and describes 5
objectives for the educating of all college students: from basic skills to general learning,
including personal growth and the desire and ability to learn independently. Sandra
Portko insists that the teaching of humane values must underlie any general education.
Without making specific recommendations, Barry Castro is happy to see, from his
vantage point of many years in the profession, that the faculty are participating in ethical
considerations in the matter of curriculum choice.
Finally, there is the Science Division's description of their new general education
courses, as prepared by Howard Stein. I applaud the direction they have taken: the new
program is interdisciplinary, and its concern for science literacy among all students is
evident. The title of the two-course structure itself is heartening: Science as a Way of
Knowing. This is so humane, so simple, modest and clear a title. Earlier in this century,
the Arts and Humanities and the Social Sciences attempted to emulate the sciences in
their terminology and their methods, to be more "objective," more respectably
intellectual. I would like to see them now follow our Science Division's lead in its
approach to general education. I would like to see all the disciplines consider and rename
their courses as "Ways of Knowing" or, for variety, perhaps, give them such titles as
Social Sciences as a Way of Understanding, History as a Way of Re-Viewing, Literature
as a Way of Describing, Art as a Way of Seeing, Music as a Way of Hearing, Spanish as
a Way of Speaking, Philosophy as a Way of Questioning, and so on.
Or there is the old-fashioned term "Appreciation." Instead of Fundamentals of
Music, why not Music Appreciation? Why not Literature Appreciation? Or History
Appreciation or Social Science Appreciation? To appreciate means to "grasp the nature,
worth, quality or significance of, to value, to judge with heightened perception or
understanding, to recognize with gratitude." What better service could general education
give students than to have them appreciate in such ways the various disciplines.

Finally, what has happened to the requirement for physical education? When did
the healthy mind stop needing a healthy body in which to be housed?
The courses that I took, that I had to take, as a young college student opened a
world for me and let me see how big that world was and how much there was to know
about it and how much fun it would be to go on exploring it-and playing tennis-right
on into old age.
-Roberta Simone
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